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Preface					 This	thesis	melds	the	disciplines	of	public	policy	analysis	and	anthropology	to	investigate	questions	surrounding	parental	consent	policies	for	sex	education	in	California	public	schools.	My	view	is	that	all	elements	of	the	policy	process	are	expressions	of	culture.	From	agenda	setting	through	implementation,	policies	express	much	about	how	people	believe	the	world	should	work,	and	this	is	greatly	informed	by	cultural	context.	If	culture	is	defined	as	a	continual	process	of	meaning	making,	then	the	way	that	authority	is	attached	to	policy	merits	extra	scrutiny	in	examining	cultural	discourse.				 Additionally,	as	an	anthropologist	I	feel	that	it	is	my	scholarly	duty	to	discuss	my	positionality	on	the	topic	of	sex	education	before	I	present	my	thesis.	As	a	young	person,	a	progressive,	an	agnostic,	a	feminist,	and	product	of	higher	education,	I	feel	strongly	that	access	to	age	appropriate,	medically	accurate,	comprehensive	sex	education	is	an	important	right.	I	believe	that	policy	should	be	evidence-based	and	outcome	focused—but	I	also	acknowledge	that	my	own	strong	feelings	on	the	issue	of	sex	education	have	the	potential	to	create	bias.						 			 i	
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Section	One:	Childhood	and	Risk	Anxiety		 While	many	scholars	have	written	about	the	idea	of	childhood	as	a	societal	construction	specific	to	a	particular	time	and	location,	Scott,	Jackson,	and	Backett-Milburn		(1998)	are	unique	in	their	consideration	of	how	risk	ties	into	this	construct.	Scott	et	al.	define	childhood	as	a	time	period	partly	categorized	by	exclusion	from	full	participation	in	the	adult	world,	and	explain	that	there	is	nothing	innate	or	natural	about	this	division	(Scott	et	al.	1998,	691).	On	how	risk	ties	into	this	construction,	they	note:		 Childhood	is	seen	as	being	at	risk	from	pressures	towards	early	maturity,		 conspicuous	consumption,	and	precocious	sexuality…	Highlighting	a		 fundamental	contradiction	in	discourses	around	children	and	childhood:		 childhood	is	regarded	as	a	natural	state	and	yet	also	as	perpetually	at	risk.		 (Scott	et	al.	1998,	694)		
	A	critical	examination	of	this	life	category	is	important	in	order	to	understand	how	parents	understand	their	children	and	seek	to	control	the	experiences	to	which	they	are	exposed,	including	sex	education,	which	the	authors	cite	as	key	example	of	a	“boundary	marker”	that	separates	childhood	from	adulthood	(Scott	et	al.	1998,	698).	The	definition	of	this	category	of	childhood	as	a	time	necessitating	increased	protection	and	parental	surveillance	sets	the	stakes	high,	and	we	will	next	consider	how	Scott	et	al.	conceptualize	risk	minimization.		
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	 Building	on	Scott	et	al.’s	(1998)	assertion	that	conceptualizations	of	childhood	are	contextually	particular,	the	authors	attempt	to	categorize	the	current	moment	in	order	to	better	understand	how	parents	view	their	children	and	the	risks	to	be	managed	in	their	upbringing.	One	of	the	key	developments	of	late	modernity,	the	authors	argue,	is	the	concept	of	risk	minimization,	as	can	be	seen	in	many	social	institutions,	from	venture	capital	and	the	stock	market	to	insurance	and	mass	immunization	campaigns	(Scott	et	al.	1998,	689).	In	risk	minimization	terms,	two	competing	conceptualizations	of	childhood	result	in	parental	tension	between	viewing	children	as	“active,	knowing,	autonomous	individuals	on	the	one	hand,	and	as	passive,	innocent	dependents	on	the	other”	(Scott	et	al.	1998,	689).	Applying	these	competing	frameworks	(as	applications	of	the	risk	minimization	project	of	modernity)	to	sex	education	in	contemporary	public	schools	allows	us	to	understand	some	of	the	possible	root	impulses	of	parents	in	decisions	regarding	child	participation.			 Scott	et	al.	apply	this	analysis	to	the	particular	risks	endemic	to	children	as	they	navigate	and	are	exposed	to	sexuality.	In	this	context	of	childhood	being	seen	as	a	life	phase	during	which	individuals	are	particularly	at	risk,	the	relation	of	childhood	and	sexuality	is	particularly	fraught	with	parental	concern	–	adding	to	the	big-picture	understanding	of	why	a	parent	would	opt	their	child	out.	Scott	et	al.	explain	that:		 Both	public	and	parental	anxieties	accrete	around	the	issue	of	early	sexual		 maturity,	which	is	seen	as	a	particular	threat	to	cherished	ideals	of		 childhood.	Panic	about	teenage	pregnancy	rates	and	negative	views	of	sex	
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	 The	state	has	an	interest	in	educating	its	students	to	be	productive	and		 engaged	citizens.	A	school's	purview	of	authority	therefore	extends	beyond		 mere	reading,	writing,	and	arithmetic.	To	that	end,	schools	must	retain	some		 degree	of	autonomy	to	set	and	administer	a	curriculum	for	effective		 education.	The	state's	interest	is	therefore	double	faceted	and	includes	both		 effective	administration	and	the	substantive	content	of	educational	materials		 (Brown	2009,	9).			Perhaps,	then,	the	question	of	parental	rights	in	the	face	of	a	public	school	education	hinges	upon	the	amount	of	exemption	ability	that	allows	parents	to	retain	their	desired	rights	but	without	hindering	the	state’s	ability	to	provide	useful	education.			 While	Meyers-Pierce	is	regarded	as	foundational	in	establishing	the	legal	precedent	in	favor	of	parental	rights,	scholarly	critiques	of	its	philosophical	underpinnings	highlight	troubling	undertones	that	should	also	be	considered	in	transitioning	from	considering	parental	rights	to	considering	the	rights	of	children	to	receive	sex	education.	Woodhouse	(1992)	critically	examines	the	basis	of	the	Meyer-Pierce	rulings.	Today	these	landmark	cases	are	commonly	remembered	as	standing	“for	the	values	of	pluralism,	family	autonomy,	and	the	right	to	“heed	the	music	of	different	drummers.”	But	Woodhouse	argues	that	this	is	an	incomplete	vision	of	the	meaning	behind	these	cases,	and	that	they	were	also		“animated	by	another	set	of	values—a	conservative	attachment	to	the	patriarchal	family,	to	a	class-stratified	society,	and	to	a	parent’s	private	property	rights	in	his	children	and	their	labor”	(Woodhouse	1992,	997).	This	critique	is	especially	relevant,	considering	the	foundational	nature	of	these	cases	in	the	entire	“constitutional	theory”	of	family.			 A	careful	analysis	of	this	paternalistic	“child	as	private	property”	idea	is	necessary	to	understand	how	these	cases	(which	are	cited	as	the	foundational	basis	
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of	the	parental	right	to	opt-out)	conceptualize	how	children	fit	into	the	family	and	how	this	role	is	interpreted	in	family	law.	Woodhouse	is	adamant	that	she	does	not	seek	to	delegitimize	religious	or	intellectual	liberties	in	her	re-visioning	of	these	cases,	but	to	recognize	that	they,	“…announced	a	dangerous	form	of	liberty:	the	right	to	control	another	human	being.	Stamped	on	the	reverse	side	of	the	coinage	of	family	privacy	and	parental	rights	are	the	child’s	voicelessness,	objectification,	and	isolation	from	the	community”	(Woodhouse	1992,	1001).	These	critiques	necessitate	looking	more	fully	at	the	issue	of	parental	consent	for	sex	education	from	a	child’s	rights	perspective.			






















California	Schools			 The	last	major	review	of	compliance	with	sex	education	policies	in	California	was	conducted	in	2011	by	Sarah	Combellick	and	Claire	Brindis	at	the	Bixby	Center	for	Global	Reproductive	Health.	Although	now	relatively	out	of	date,	this	report	found	that	a	“concerning	number”	of	districts	were	out	of	compliance	with	the	California	Education	Code	rules	on	sex	education,	despite	progress	that	was	made	after	the	2003	passage	of	The	California	Comprehensive	Sexual	Health	and	HIV/AIDS	Prevention	Act	(SB	71)	(Combellick	&	Brindis	2011,	16).	The	report	found	compliance	gaps	on	multiple	fronts,	including	that	nearly	one	out	of	three	districts	had	some	type	of	opt-in	policy.20	Combellick	&	Brindis	write,		 This	goes	against	the	way	the	law	was	written	and	places	a	burden	on		 teachers,	parents,	and	students.	It	may	also	result	in	fewer	students	being		 included	in	HIV/AIDS	prevention	and	sex	education	instruction.	As	one		 district	administrator	who	was	out	of	compliance	commented,	“[the]		 challenge	is	to	make	sure	everyone	turns	in	their	[permission]	slips”	(17).			
																																																								20	Other	major	compliance	gaps	included	that	25%	of	districts	provided	abstinence-based	sex	education,	and	that	37%	of	districts	did	not	have	properly	trained	instructors	(Combellick	&	Brindis	2011,	17).		I	received	absolutely	no	training	from	Ironwood	before	being	sent	to	give	sex	education	presentations	in	local	high	schools.	This	may	have	been	a	breach	of	compliance	in	and	of	itself.		
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While	it	is	possible	that	things	have	changed	since	this	study	was	published	in	2011,	it	provides	a	scholarly	benchmark	to	consider	the	trajectory	of	compliance	in	both	a	general	sense	and	in	regards	specifically	to	parental	consent	policies	in	California.21		 During	my	internship	as	a	sex	educator	through	Ironwood	Community	Health,	I	noticed	that	two	out	of	the	three	schools	where	we	regularly	gave	presentations	had	opt-in	parental	consent.22	While	this	is	a	tiny	sample	size	and	definitely	cannot	be	generalized	to	a	larger	scope,	the	variation	among	the	three	schools	is	significant	and	yields	interesting	insights	into	why	opt-in	happens	in	place	of	opt-out.	It	is	also	significant	that	the	reasons	opt-in	was	used	differed	between	the	two	schools	that	were	out	of	compliance.			 At	Skyline	High,23	the	teacher	collected	permission	forms	at	the	beginning	of	the	class,	and	about	five	students	did	not	have	them	and	had	to	leave	the	room.	I	interviewed	this	teacher	later	and	when	I	asked	him	about	the	parental	consent	policies	at	Skyline,	he	said:		 For	the	sex	ed	part	of	the	curriculum,	there	has	to	be	parental	consent.	And	it		 has	to	be	in	writing.	If	the	parent	decided	not	to	sign	it,	or	the	student		 doesn’t	show	up	that	day,	or	the	day	you’re	supposed	to	have	your	
																																																								21	In	a	follow	up	interview	with	Claire	Brindis,	she	explained	that	she	had	not	been	able	to	secure	funding	to	do	a	follow-up	study	on	California	sex	education	policies.	She	said	that	she	would	expect	to	see	similar	levels	of	compliance	gaps	today	given	that	sex	education	is	not	high	on	the	list	of	education	policy	issues,	because	roll-out	of	the	CA	Healthy	Youth	Act	will	take	some	time,	and	because	without	direct	pressure	to	do	better,	schools	won’t	make	an	effort	to	better	comply	with	the	specifics	of	sex	education	policies.		22	See	appendix	for	several	parental	consent	forms	used	in	the	high	schools	where	I	presented.		23	All	names	of	schools	and	interviewees	have	been	changed.		
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	 permission	slip	back,	then	I	have	to	give	the	student	an	alternative		 assignment	or	send	them	to	the	library	for	that	class	period.		This	teacher	was	convinced	that	it	was	the	school’s	policy	that	sex	education	classes	required	parental	opt-in	through	permission	slips.	In	a	conversation	with	the	assistant	principal	of	Skyline,	I	learned	that	this	is	not	in	fact	the	school’s	policy.	He	told	me	plainly:	“We	have	an	opt-out	feature	for	students,	we	do	not	have	an	opt-in.	The	opt-out	is	part	of	our	registration	process	at	the	beginning	of	the	year.”	This	demonstrated	a	significant	disconnect	between	Skyline	administrators	and	teachers.	Teachers	take	the	main	role	of	being	implementers	of	the	state’s	sex	education	policies.	Skyline	High	is	a	prime	example	of	how	implementation	can	disintegrate	at	any	level	of	the	chain	of	command.			 Foothill	High	was	also	out	of	compliance	on	parental	consent,	but	for	a	different	reason.	I	gave	presentations	at	Foothill	multiple	days	and	built	a	close	rapport	with	one	teacher	in	particular,	Ms.	McCurry.		She	also	utilized	permission	slips	in	her	classroom,	but	she	made	it	clear	to	me	that	this	was	of	her	own	volition,	not	because	she	thought	it	was	a	school	or	state	policy.	She	told	me,			 There	isn’t	a	permission	slip	required	by	the	school,	but	I	give	them	[the		 students]	one	more	to	protect	myself	from	parents	who	might	be	angry	that		 their	kids	got	this	information	without	their	knowledge.	Some	parents	are		 just	crazy.	Our	health	class	has	freshmen	through	seniors,	and	some	parents		 don’t	want	their	kids	in	the	class	that	young.			In	each	of	the	class	sessions	I	led	at	Foothill,	between	five	and	eight	students	(out	of	classes	with	20-25	students)	had	failed	to	return	permission	slips,	and	thus	were	given	an	alternative	assignment	and	sent	to	the	library	for	the	class	period.	During	a	
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lunch	break	one	day,	I	remarked	to	Ms.	McCurry	that	her	students	were	unusually	well	behaved	during	my	presentations	compared	to	other	schools	I	had	been	to.	She	told	me	that	the	reason	for	this	was	that	most	of	the	“troublemakers”	were	kids	who	had	failed	to	get	the	permission	form	signed,	and	that	she	was	pretty	sure	it	was	because	kids	hadn’t	taken	the	effort,	not	because	the	parents	had	declined	to	sign	it.	This	struck	me	as	highly	problematic,	given	that	kids	who	are	already	showing	signs	of	behavior	issues	are	the	ones	who	are	most	likely	to	benefit	from	having	knowledge	about	mitigating	the	risk	of	pregnancy	and	STI	transmission.			 What	could	explain	this	tendency	towards	improperly	using	permission	slips	when	they	aren’t	required?	Zimmerman	(2015)	offers	some	insight	into	how	teachers’	instinct	for	self-protection	can	interfere	with	the	provision	of	sex	education.	He	makes	the	point	that	sex	education	can	put	teachers	in	delicate	situation	because,	“…they	[seek]	most	of	all	to	avoid	controversy—and	to	keep	their	jobs”	(Zimmerman	2015,	9).	Thus,	granting	teachers	any	sort	of	“freedom”	to	deal	with	sex	education	as	they	like	is	definitely	not	helpful,	as	it	places	more	controversial	decisions	in	their	hands	(Zimmerman	2015,	9).	Perhaps	Ms.	McCurry	didn’t	feel	that	she	had	sufficient	backing	from	administration	in	the	case	that	a	parent	ever	did	attack	her	for	content	presented	in	her	classroom,	and	as	a	result	she	felt	the	need	to	provide	herself	extra	cover.			
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Section	Two:	Explanations	for	Compliance	Gaps			 Another	key	explanation	for	why	schools	fail	to	comply	with	state	policies	regarding	sex	education	in	general	could	be	that	they	have	trouble	keeping	up	with	regulations	as	they	change.	A	brief	policy	chronology	of	the	parental	consent	policies	in	California	highlights	how	this	might	have	played	out.	The	2003	passage	of	SB	71	contained	provisions	that	districts	must	have	an	“opt-out”	policy	allowing	parents	to	remove	their	children	from	sex	education	and	HIV/AIDS	prevention	classes	(Combellick	&	Brindis	2011,	10).	Under	SB	71,	opt-in	policies	were	initially	prohibited,	but	the	California	Department	of	Education	became	responsible	for	implementing	this	law	and	interpreted	it	to	mean	that	opt-in	policies	could	be	used	for	comprehensive	sex	education,	but	not	HIV/AIDS	education	(Combellick	&	Brindis	2011,	10).	This	changed	under	the	CA	Healthy	Youth	Act	of	2015,	which	only	permitted	opt-out.	Perhaps	the	lack	of	compliance	noted	in	Combellick	and	Brindis’s	2011	study	and	the	lack	of	compliance	I	came	across	in	my	own	field	work	stemmed	from	schools	simply	being	behind	the	times	on	these	policies.			
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Figure	2:	Parental	Consent	Policies	in	Flux:	2003-2015	
		
Section	Three:	Barriers	to	More	Effective	Compliance		 After	examining	the	status	of	sex	education	implementation	and	looking	at	possible	explanations	for	why	these	policies	are	not	being	implemented	more	faithfully,	the	question	becomes:	what	is	stopping	educators	from	doing	better?	As	was	demonstrated	in	the	case	of	Skyline	High,	simple	communication	breakdowns	and	misaligned	goals	between	administrators	and	instructors	could	be	partially	to	blame.	Combellick	&	Brindis	(2011)	point	out	that	while	“higher-ups”	may	find	policies	on	what	needs	to	be	taught	straightforward,	there	are	sometimes	communication	hurdles	getting	policies	actually	implemented	in	classrooms	(15).	In	their	2011	study,	they	asked	district	officials	and	teachers		“Do	you	find	the	California	laws	governing	sex	education	and	HIV/AIDS	prevention	education	clear	or	confusing?”	70%	of	district	officials	responded	that	they	found	these	laws	“clear,”	compared	to	42%	of	teachers.	Combellick	and	Brindis	describe	that	the	results	of	this	survey	indicate	a	“lack	of	familiarity	at	instructor	level”	(Combellick	&	Brindis	
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2011,	15).	Given	that	teachers	are	ultimately	responsible	for	implementing	these	policies	on	the	ground,	lack	of	familiarity	is	a	major	obstacle	to	effective	implementation.	Combining	communication	challenges	with	obstacles	relating	to	keeping	up	to	date	with	current	education	codes	creates	a	situation	where	the	interpretation	and	enforcement	of	sex	education	policies	is	highly	variable	in	California	public	high	schools.																		
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Chapter	Six:	Conclusion				 The	significance	of	sex	education	and	parental	consent	functions	echo	far	beyond	either	classroom	walls	or	the	confines	of	individual	households.	Sex	education	is	an	emotionally	charged	issue	that	taps	into	the	heart	of	much	larger	philosophical	questions	about	education	and	health	policy	and	limits	of	individual	freedoms	in	the	face	of	communal	interests.	Debates	about	rights	and	responsibilities	can	be	amorphous	and	hard	to	pin	down	in	specifics,	so	a	deep	consideration	of	the	opt-out	function	forces	the	line	of	inquiry	to	move	from	normative	to	practical	policy	analysis.	This	final	chapter	will	recap	arguments	presented	in	this	thesis,	explore	a	comparison	between	sex	education	and	vaccine	policies,	and	provide	policy	recommendations.		
Chapter	Recap:			 After	laying	fundamental	historical,	cross-cultural,	and	policy	background	in	Chapter	Two,	Chapter	Three	asked	the	question	“What	factors	influence	parental	views	on	sex	education,	including	the	decision	to	opt	a	child	out	of	sex	education	provided	at	the	high	school	level?”	By	considering	factors	that	forge	parental	perspectives	on	sex	education,	we	have	the	best	chance	of	unpacking	values	and	assumptions	that	guide	the	chain	of	potential	events	that	follow	decisions	to	opt	out	or	not.	Parental	perspectives	on	sex	education	are	drawn	from	a	variety	of	sources,	including	cultural	and	moral	influence	and	competing	frameworks	of	risk	that	are	applied	to	the	category	of	childhood.	Parental	perspectives	on	sex	education	are	
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extremely	diverse	because	of	the	huge	number	of	factors	at	play	in	forging	these	opinions.	Some	of	the	reasons	parents	opt	their	children	out	of	sex	education	are	religious	reasons,	concerns	about	state	overreach,	and	fear	that	their	children	will	be	exposed	to	misinformation.			 Chapter	Four	asked	the	question	“Should	parents	be	able	to	opt	their	children	out	of	sex	education	programs?”	It	is	no	secret	that	parents	have	large	amounts	of	power	over	their	children	in	American	society.	This	presents	real	challenges	when	considering	the	rights	of	these	two	groups	when	they	collide	over	an	issue	such	as	sex	education.	American	legal	presidents	surrounding	parental	rights	are	based	on	archaic	views	of	children	as	property,	and	work	to	further	legitimize	parental	control	and	erode	children’s	rights.	For	this	reason,	incorporating	a	public	health	perspective	reveals	what	is	at	stake	when	parents	prioritize	their	individual	preferences	over	the	health	concerns	of	their	children,	thus	potentially	jeopardizing	the	health	of	the	population	as	a	whole.	These	three	perspectives	appear	somewhat	irreducible,	but	there	is	still	value	in	building	a	thorough	understanding	of	them.			 Chapter	Five	put	aside	normative	questions	of	what	rights	parents	and	students	should	have,	and	considers	the	practical	question	of	how	parental	consent	actually	happens	on	the	ground.	This	is	an	essential	last	step:	as	with	the	gradual	erosion	of	abortion	access	over	the	last	20	years	has	demonstrated,	having	a	theoretical	right	is	rendered	meaningless	if	there	is	not	infrastructure,	accountability,	and	resources	in	place	to	make	sure	rights	are	actually	accessible.	
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Improper	implementation	of	sex	education	policies	in	California	is	a	real	problem,	and	is	arguably	more	impactful	that	the	opt-out	function	itself.	Some	of	the	major	compliance	gaps	in	California	include	lack	of	communication	and	alignment	about	goals	among	school	administrators	and	teachers,	not	keeping	abreast	of	changes	in	policies	as	they	occur,	having	improperly	trained	instructors,	missing	large	chunks	of	the	curriculum,	having	opt-in	instead	of	opt-out,	not	devoting	enough	time	to	sex	education,	and	not	teaching	it	at	all.			
Policy	Comparison:	Vaccine	Legislation	&	Herd	Immunity		 Due	to	the	preponderance	of	perspectives,	assumptions,	and	competing	objectives	surrounding	sex	education,	it	is	difficult	to	make	an	unbiased	claim	definitively	one	way	or	another	on	the	issue	of	whether	or	not	parents	should	be	able	to	opt	their	children	out	of	sex	education.	Debates	around	sex	education	in	many	ways	correspond	with	recent	controversies	surrounding	vaccine	policies—comparing	these	two	value-laden	issues	yields	interesting	insights.	Vaccines	are	widely	regarded	as	among	the	most	“cost-effective	and	successful	public	health	interventions”	(Lee	et	al.	2013).	In	the	US,	vaccines	have	decreased	most	vaccine-preventable	diseases	among	children	by	95%	(Lee	et	al.	2013).	Current	California	legislation	reflects	these	findings:	in	2015,	SB	277	made	vaccines	a	requirement	for	every	child	in	the	state,	except	for	medical	exemptions.			 And	yet,	as	is	the	case	for	sex	education,	parents	still	object	to	these	science	and	evidence-based	interventions.	Of	course,	these	issues	are	not	entirely	
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analogous:	research	on	effectiveness	of	vaccines	is	much	more	clear-cut	than	that	on	sex	education—	which	is	complicated	by	improper	or	inconsistent	implementation.	At	a	baseline	level,	neither	of	these	interventions	is	the	source	of	harm:	sex	education	does	not	lead	to	sexual	experimentation,	and	vaccines	do	not	lead	to	children	getting	sick.	In	fact,	there	is	substantial	evidence	that	both	interventions	lead	to	better	outcomes	for	children.	Given	this	assurance,	one	could	theoretically	argue	that	a	government	would	be	relatively	more	justified	in	removing	opportunities	for	parents	to	opt	their	children	out	of	these	programs.	Coerciveness	of	a	policy	versus	the	burden	of	proof	necessary	as	justification	mostly	runs	its	course	in	the	realm	of	the	theoretical	framework	that	justifies	what	is	optimal	over	what	is	feasible.			 Another	key	insight	from	comparing	the	vaccine	issue	to	parental	consent	policies	for	sex	education	is	the	policy	objective	of	“herd	immunity,”	which	is	the	idea	that	the	public	health	gains	made	by	vaccines	can	only	be	maintained	if	vaccine	rates	stay	high	enough	to	prevent	outbreaks.	Typically	between	80-95%	of	a	population	must	be	vaccinated	for	this	to	happen	(Lee	et	al.	2013).		When	herd	immunity	is	achieved	through	high	vaccine	rates,	the	entire	population	enjoys	a	positive	externality—including	vulnerable	individuals	who	may	not	have	been	able	to	get	vaccinated.			 Could	herd	immunity	against	unplanned	pregnancy	and	STI	transmission	be	achieved	through	sex	education?	Considering	the	STI	exposure	chart	below	(which	demonstrates	the	cumulative	risk	of	STI	transmission	as	an	individual’s	number	of	
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partners	increases)	reveals	commonalities	between	the	tools	of	vaccines	and	sex	education	in	combating	the	spread	of	disease	and	other	undesirable	health	outcomes.	Every	person	who	does	now	know	how	to	effectively	use	barrier	methods	to	reduce	the	likelihood	of	STI	transmission	puts	himself	or	herself	and	countless	other	people	at	risk	down	the	line.			
Figure	3:	Herd	Immunity	and	STI’s:	Sexual	Exposure	Chart
http://www.ndhealth.gov/hiv/Program%20Material/Brochures/Sexual%20Exposure%20Poster.jpg		
Policy	Recommendations		 While	there	are	strong	arguments	for	removal	of	opt-out	for	sex	education,	the	political	reality	of	this	would	be	far	too	contentious	to	be	a	feasible	policy	solution.	Guarantees	of	religious	freedom	and	personal	liberties	are	also	important	pillars	of	American	democracy,	and	for	now,	opt-out	seems	to	be	a	suitable	
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compromise	between	these	competing	aims.	For	the	state	of	California,	smarter	and	more	realistic	policy	goals	would	focus	on	improving	implementation	of	the	2016	California	Healthy	Youth	Act.	The	Act	marked	a	great	step	forward	for	sex	education	in	the	state,	given	its	emphasis	on	medically	accurate	and	age-appropriate	information	and	the	fact	that	it	banned	parental	opt-in.	As	we	have	seen,	great	policies	are	rendered	useless	in	the	absence	of	accountability	and	enforcement—two	factors	that	are	currently	missing	in	California	public	school	sex	education.			 Three	specific	improvements	could	be	made	to	ensure	that	the	act	is	implemented	in	full.	First	and	foremost,	the	chain	of	communication	from	state	education	officials	down	to	the	teacher	level	could	be	greatly	improved	so	that	policies	on	sex	education	actually	reach	not	only	the	district	level,	but	also	get	into	the	classroom	itself.	Two	specific	improvements	could	be	made	from	here.	One	would	be	ensuring	that	there	are	better	accountability	measures	in	place	to	make	sure	teachers	follow	through	with	the	comprehensive	curriculum	in	full.	The	other	would	be	ensuring	that	schools	implement	opt-out,	and	never	mistakenly	implement	opt-in.	These	three	changes	would	greatly	improve	the	landscape	of	sex	education	in	California	without	needing	to	make	changes	to	existing	laws	or	to	come	up	with	better	methods.						
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Overview	of	Policy	Recommendations		
	
	
Final	Statement		 English	writer	G.K.	Chesterton	once	wrote,	“Education	is	simply	the	soul	of	a	society	as	it	passes	from	one	generation	to	another.”		Put	in	these	terms,	debates	surrounding	sex	education	are	cast	in	an	even	more	critical	light.	How	does	the	way	that	we	educate	the	next	generation	about	sex	and	sexuality	reflect	on	our	collective	vision	of	the	content	of	this	soul?	How	does	it	reflect	our	trust	in	the	next	group	to	whom	the	responsibility	will	fall?	I	have	argued	that	a	hard-line	approach	to	banning	the	parental	opt-out	function	is	not	feasible,	given	concerns	about	parental	autonomy	and	religious	freedom.	While	it	is	my	individual	view	that	parents	should	be	loath	to	close	off	educational	opportunities	for	their	children,	this	perspective	must	be	balanced	with	the	diversity	of	opinion	endemic	to	life	in	a	democratic	society.	It	is	my	view	that	ignoring	uncomfortable	truths	will	never	cause	them	to	disappear,	and	misunderstanding	the	evidence	is	one	thing,	but	ignoring	it	is	irresponsible	and	counterproductive.	However,	I	recognize	that	these	critiques	are	
(1)	Improve	chain	of	communication	to	ensure	information	on	sex	education	policies	flows	from	state	education	officials	down	to	districts	AND	teachers		(2)	Improve	accountability	measures	to	make	sure	teachers	follow	through	with	the	curriculum	stipulated	by	AB	329	in	full		(3)	Insure	that	schools	implement	opt-out	(never	opt-in)		
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made	possible	by	my	own	positionality	as	a	liberal,	well-educated,	progressive	student,	and	that	there	could	be	danger	in	thinking	that	these	things	give	me	all	the	answers.			 While	sex	education	should	not	be	considered	a	silver	bullet	to	solve	social	issues,	evidence	points	to	the	fact	that	it	is	one	important	component	in	creating	positive	outcomes	in	the	lives	of	young	people.	In	California,	much	of	the	infrastructure	is	already	in	place	to	provide	students	with	high	quality	sex	education	that	reifies	their	confidence	and	will	serve	them	well	as	they	navigate	the	transition	into	adult	life.	We	have	the	tools	we	need	to	make	a	difference	in	the	lives	of	students	who	are	exposed	to	California’s	sex	education	programs;	we	just	need	to	make	sure	they	are	put	to	use.	In	this	regard,	half	of	the	battle	has	already	been	won.		
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Appendix:		
Document	A	(Page	1/2):	An	Opt-Out	Form		
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Document	A:	(Page	2/2)	Health	Notification	Parent	Letter	
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Document	B:	(Page	1/1)	
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